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In 1924 the League of Nations endorsed the first Declaration of the Rights of the Child, which set out a series of normative claims to save and protect the "delinquent" and the "waif". Over the next 60 years development extended the promise beyond protecting children, to offer all children the benefit of improved education, health and nutrition, while recognising that investing in children would be good for everybody through increased productivity. Despite the lack of child specific data on human development, owing to a tendency to fold child welfare into family welfare (Pasztor and McFadden 2001) , until the early 1980s reports such as UNICEF's State of the World's Children indicated some notable successes. By 1990, however, observers were far less optimistic as economic crises and Structural Adjustment threatened budget lines in education and health (White 2003) . Studies showed that between 1990
and 2000 about 60 countries had cut under five mortality rates (U5MR) by one-third, but the rate of improvement had slowed in many countries and nine countries in SubSaharan Africa recorded increased U5MR (UNICEF 2002) . Assessments judged that access to basic schooling had risen to almost 80% but 88 countries would not achieve primary education for all by 2015 and gender inequality was proving persistent (Delamonica et al 2004; UNICEF 2002) . As noted by Cornia (2001) about 700 million children live on less than $1 per day, more than in 1990, and one billion children suffer from at least one of seven deprivations such as inadequate access to drinking water (Gordon et al. 2003) .
Into the twenty-first century and images of semi-naked, often solitary, victim children, remain a dominant trope of campaign posters and platform speeches, functional according to Ruddick (2003) , to the aim of connecting us (the viewer) to a bigger project of modernity through charity. Note the tenor of Chancellor Gordon Brown's call for a new development contract based on children given in a speech to the United Nations General Assembly Special Session on Children (UNGASS) n 2002:
When we have in our hands the means to enable every child to be fed, the sophisticated medical know-how to cure many of their diseases, the means to abolish their poverty, when we well know the liberating power of education…how can we fail to act? ... Every time we lift one child above the squalor of the slums… Every time we rescue one teenage soldier pressed into combat or one young girl pushed into prostitution or forced labour…we are making a difference. But if we can lift not just one child, but millions of children, and then all children, out of poverty and hopelessness, we will have achieved a momentous victory for the cause of social justice on a global scale and the values that shape our common humanity (Brown 2002: 1) .
The appeal echoes a moral framework that development should be "for children" and makes no reference to the idea of children as the subject of rights. In this Report I reflect upon how children and development have moved from a concern with protection through welfare, to a regard for children as the bearers of rights, and latterly to a more critical appraisal of the rights framework. The relationship between children and development had been recast. Although built upon the 1959 Declaration, rights "to a standard of living adequate for the child's physical, mental, spiritual, moral and social development", to "rest and leisure, to engage in play and recreational activities appropriate to the age of the child" (Articles 27 and 31), as well as to compulsory education, health care, legal representation and freedom of speech regardless of ability, ethnicity, religion or gender, were henceforth legal obligations. The CRC also offered a closeness of fit to the mounting recognition among development agencies and CSOs that poverty should be conceptualised as a denial of human rights, even though UN treaties do not stipulate a right to be free from poverty (see Chinkin 2001) . From here it was a short step to the argument that improving human rights is axiomatic to poverty alleviation, without having to explain how treating children as a distinct social group with rights can address structural poverty or cut through family, community, ethnic, class and gender categories (White 2002a ).
From Welfare to Rights
The CRC has been closely critiqued. Studies show an uneven record of institutional reform to mainstream child rights and few cases of increased budgets to pro-child services (Davis and Powell 2003; Gates 1999; Goetz 1996; Hammad 1999; Kawewe and Dibie 1999; Temba and de Waal 2002) . White (2003) is prompted to speculate that many countries sign up to child-related agreements because they know that thereafter non-compliance brings no repercussions. Growing attention therefore has been afforded to how CSOs have translated the rights discourse to the local level. The rights framework has motivated innovative projects, especially in terms of previously hidden subject groups such as urban girls (Barker et al 2000) , improving the conditions of child labour (Chowdhry and Beeman 2001) , and bringing community associations and CSOs together to address youth violence (MacLure and Sotelo 2004) . Woll (2001) , however, suggests that the CSO record has been less impressive at the programme level and stronger in terms of policy advocacy, although Ennew (2000) expresses concern that CSOs have jumped on 'in' themes such as street children or domestic workers, leading to un-coordinated programmes and imposing opportunity costs on local partners.
Considerable debate has centred on how far to extend political rights to children, conventionally regarded as emotional and selfish until maturity. Symbolically perhaps, the CRC itself was drafted by bureaucrats and diplomats concerned with balancing interest groups rather than after consultation with children (Myers 2001: 44;  also Ennew 2000) . The CRC's legitimacy was not 'won' through social struggle but rested on the moral personality of young people as human beings (Langlois 2002; Pupavac 2001 ) and hence the importance of the post-hoc 'construction' of a child movement to back up international initiatives (Invernizzi and Mile 2002; Levine 1999 ). Nevertheless, the CRC has been used to deepen participation through prioritises the family as the primary care-giver undermining the cultural role of community networks and responsibilities to parents that partly motivates the acceptance of child work (Burr 2002; Nieuwenhuys 1998; White 2002b ). Cultural bias may explain why policy makers find it difficult to treat child-headed households positively, preferring to cling instead to assumptions of child-to-adult and educationto-work transitions despite research showing that many young peoples' transitions are frequently interrupted and relations with adults and siblings subject to renegotiation as resources and responsibilities allow (Robson 2004; Punch 2002; Young and Ansell 2003 ). Yet, it may not be feasible "to walk a children's rights tightrope suspended between ethnocentric cultural imperialism at one extreme and unaccountable relativism at the other" (Myers 2001: 43) . As Freeman (2000) notes, relativism may be sensitive to the diversity of cultural experience but acknowledging an 'anything goes' perspective might condone female genital mutilation or child marriage. One suggestion is to de-essentialise the notion of the 'western childhood' as middle-class, white and of quite recent construction (Nieuwenhuys 1998; White 2003) or of childhood in general as socially and culturally constructed, temporally specific and geographically diverse (Aitken 2001; Panter-Brick 2000) .
A different suggestion is to problematise our understanding of rights as legal discourse. In place of universalism, Langlois (2002) argues that the derivation of rights from liberal humanist thought undermines the commonality of reasonable allegiance provoking fragmentation of meaning. Taking steps toward the convergence of international and domestic law, therefore, may simply enhance the gap between domestic law and everyday practice. We might also rethink the law as an obvious ally to the extension of rights even when there is unanimity of moral concern. As Jordan Discursive slippage aside, Invernizzi and Mile (2002) and Post (2001) indicate that measurement is always likely to rely on subjective impressions driven by age cut-offs and perceptions of moral well-being, and Moore (2000) and Nieuwenhuys (1998) argue that hazard is a matter of the power relations between a child, parents or employers.
The case to 'do something' about child labour has rekindled support for child issues to be understood primarily as a concern of social policy (Marcus et al 2002; O'Kane 2002) . In particular, confidence is placed on the assumption that "schooling of acceptable quality displaces child labour" even though "no comprehensive research has yet been carried out analysing the economic costs and benefits of the effective elimination of child labour" (Matz 2002: 1; also Delamonica et al 2004) . Indeed, studies do show that education can serve as a way out of poverty or can prevent some people getting poorer (Harper et al 2003) . Research, however, also shows that school participation is influenced by inter alia household size and structure, level and stability of income, education and the work profile of parents, plus the quality of schooling (Ansell 2002; Grootaert and Patrinos 1999) . The decision to work may be influenced by a fear of idleness, gender norms, a desire for self-respect and opportunities for autonomous financial management (Delap 2001; Moore 2000; Woodhead 2001 ). In place of the predominant either-or work-education scenarios, greater attention needs to be given to the condition of work in order to enable children to strengthen capabilities and empower them to negotiate better conditions (White 2003) , or insurance programmes to reduce income variability and basic health programmes targeted to the very poorest households (Grootaert and Patrinos 1999) .
Conclusion
The child rights agenda redefined normative views of development from a set of moral imperatives to a proactive set of human rights concerns in which children are understood as rights holders. Making child rights broadly comparable to those of adults the CRC retained the notion that people realise some rights, notably political ones, with age. Nevertheless, a focus on rights also motivated public and CSOs to reform legal institutions and programmes. While an argument that poverty and inequality deny fulfilment of human rights remains rhetorically pervasive, the reversal of the rights agenda in practice must be challenged. To do so, research must demonstrate more clearly that improving rights can deliver changes to livelihood opportunities. In particular, we must explain why many children who are aware of their rights, do not work, do attend school and live within strong families will be poor in later life, while some who work, miss school and do not live within nurturing relationships manage to break out from poverty.
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